Scoring

Score Types
The respondent indicates on a 4-point scale the extent to which each statement describes her current social network. Responses range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).
After reversal of negatively worded items (indicated by an "R" below) a total score may be computed by summing all items. Subscale scores may be computed by summing items as follows:
• Attachment: Items 2R, 11, 17, and 21R 
Scores Interpretation
A high score indicates a greater degree of perceived support.
Norms and/or Comparative Data
This scale has been used with a variety of samples (Cutrona, Russell, & Rose, 1984; Russell, Altwater, & Van Velzen, 1984; Russell, Cutrona, Rose, & Yurko, 1984) ; however, it has not been used with a low income, minority population.
Psychometric Support
Reliability
Internal consistency: Overall, the internal consistency of this scale is acceptable. administered a 12-item version of the scale, with two items measuring each support dimension, to 505 college students. Each pair of items contained one item that was worded positively and one that was worded negatively. The correlations between the two items for each provision ranged from r = -.33 (Reassurance of Worth) to r = -.56 (Reliable Alliance) (Russell, Cutrona, Rose, & Yurko, 1984) . Cutrona, Russell, and Rose's (1984) study of approximately 100
rev. 4/03 elderly subjects revealed internal consistency figures across all provisions to be above .70. In a study of approximately 300 school teachers, internal consistency estimates were all above .60 (Russell, Altwater, & Van Velzen, 1984) . -retest: Cutrona, Russell, and Rose (1984) report test-retest reliability coefficient ranging from .37 to .66.
Test
Validity
Predictive: In a study of first-time mothers, found that the provisions of Reliable Alliance, Reassurance of Worth, Social Integration, and Guidance were predictive of postpartum depression. Women without these provisions were more likely to become depressed after their pregnancy. Social provision scores were also found to be predictive of loneliness, depression, and health status among teachers (Russell, Altwater, & Van Velzen, 1984) .
Convergent:
In Cutrona's 1982 study of college freshmen the Social Integration,
Reassurance of Worth, and Guidance provisions were found to be significantly related to scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980) . Deficits in these provisions explained 66% of the variance in the UCLA loneliness scores. Among the elderly, the total score correlated from .28 to .31 (p < .05) with life satisfaction, loneliness, and depression .
Individual provisions have also been shown to correlate significantly and differentially with ratings of different relationship categories, as predicated by Weiss (1974) . For example, among college students, Social Integration correlated with relationship ratings most highly of all of the provisions. Attachment correlated most highly with satisfying romantic or marital relations (r = .53, .
Additionally, scores on the Social Provisions scale were found to correlate with measures of social networks (i.e., number of relationships and frequency of contact) and satisfaction with different types of social relationships among the elderly (Cutrona, Russell, & Rose, 1984) .
Scores on the on the Social Provisions scale were associated with scores on the social support measure developed by House (1981) .
Discriminant: Intercorrelations among the six provisions range from .10 to .51, with a mean intercorrelation of .27.
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Data Points
Age 8
Respondent
Primary maternal caregiver
Mnemonic and Version
Age 8: SPA Age 12: SSPB, SSPC. The C version is the ACASI-administered version.
Rationale
Social support is well established as a protective factor. The Social Provisions Scale was chosen because it is based in theory, has good psychometric properties, contains simply worded questions, and is relatively brief.
Administration and Scoring Notes
LONGSCAN adapted Cutrona and Russell's 24-item scale for use with our predominantly low income sample with limited reading skills. Items were shortened using simpler wording, and uncommon words were replaced with more commonly used words. For example, "I have close relationships that provide me with a sense of emotional security and wellbeing" was changed to "I have close relationships that make me feel good"; "If something went wrong, no one would come to my assistance." was changed to "If something went wrong, no one would help me." As can be seen in Table 2 , total internal consistency reliability for the Social Provisions scales is excellent (α = .93) with alpha coefficients for the total sample ranging from .59
Results
(Opportunity for Nurturance) to .78 (Guidance) on the individual scales. Total scale alpha reliabilities are excellent when considered by caregiver race (α = .91 to .95) and study site (α = .90 to .93). Alpha coefficients were lower on Opportunity for Nurturance by caregiver race and study site and generally fell into the moderate range, while the majority of alpha coefficients on the other individual scales were in the acceptable to good range. It would appear that the Social Provisions Scale is a reliable measure for use with a low income, minority population. Source. Based on data received at the LONGSCAN Coordinating Center through 8/24/01.
